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Abstract: Interest in global positioning system (GPS)-based mobility assessment for health and
aging research is growing, and with it the demand for validated GPS-based mobility indicators.
Time out of home (TOH) and number of activity locations (#ALs) are two indicators that are often
derived from GPS data, despite lacking consensus regarding thresholds to be used to extract those
as well as limited knowledge about their validity. Using 7 days of GPS and diary data of 35 older
adults, we make the following three main contributions. First, we perform a sensitivity analysis
to investigate how using spatial and temporal thresholds to compute TOH and #ALs affects the
agreement between self-reported and GPS-based indicators. Second, we show how daily self-reported
and GPS-derived mobility indicators are compared. Third, we explore whether the type and duration
of self-reported activity events are related to the degree of correspondence between reported and
GPS event. Highest indicator agreement was found for temporal interpolation (Tmax) of up to 5 h for
both indicators, a radius (Dmax) to delineate home between 100 and 200 m for TOH, and for #ALs
a spatial extent (Dmax) between 125 and 200 m, and temporal extent (Tmin) between 5 and 6 min
to define an activity location. High agreement between self-reported and GPS-based indicators is
obtained for TOH and moderate agreement for #ALs. While reported event type and duration impact
on whether a reported event has a matching GPS event, indoor and outdoor events are detected at
equal proportions. This work will help future studies to choose optimal threshold settings and will
provide knowledge about the validity of mobility indicators.
Keywords: healthy aging; mobility; mobility indicators; real-life; convergent validity; global positioning
system; self-reports; sensor-based; time out of home; activity location
1. Introduction
Because of the rapidly aging societies around the world, promoting healthy aging has become
an ever-important research endeavor [1]. Being able to participate in social interactions, as well
as maintaining an active and independent lifestyle are central components of healthy aging [2–5].
These components essentially rely on the individuals’ capacity of remaining mobile out of home [6].
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Thus, assessing older adults’ daily mobility, defined for this paper as the everyday spatiotemporal
patterns of an individual’s movement in their environment, enables insight into an individual’s level
of participation in natural, built, cultural, and social environments [3,7,8]. One common way to
assess daily mobility, is by using mobility indicators that quantify different aspects of an individual’s
mobility [9,10]. Time out of home (TOH) and number of activity locations (#ALs) are two such indicators
which have been widely applied in the field of health- and aging-related sciences as they have been
found to be associated with older adults’ cognitive, physical, and emotional functioning [11–16]. TOH is
an indicator assessing how much time an individual spends outside their residence, whereas activity
locations (ALs) refer to the places that an individual has visited to perform an activity (e.g., waiting for
a train, visiting a friend, shopping) [17].
TOH and #ALs can be measured and assessed by various instruments. Commonly used tools are
self-reports, e.g., questionnaires and diary-based surveys, and location sensors, e.g., the global positioning
system (GPS). Each of those instruments has different strengths and weaknesses. While self-reports
can capture semantic attributes of activities beyond physical properties (i.e., location and time) but
entail cognitive biases (e.g., recall bias), GPS collects precise location and time and is free from such
human biases. However, GPS is subject to potential device failure (e.g., signal loss) or human mistakes
(e.g., missing device), and requires data processing algorithms for extracting semantically plausible
activity information. For instance, depending on the thresholds of an automatic activity detection
algorithm—e.g., minimum time duration (Tmin), maximum distance (Dmax), and maximum gap
duration (Tmax) of GPS fixes—the spatio-temporal extent of detected activities may vary. Consequently,
different assessment instruments often yield different data and, further, inconsistent results of mobility
indicators including TOH and #ALs.
This raises the important question that which indicators (e.g., TOH, #ALs) using which assessment
tools (e.g., self-reports, GPS) do represent more valid representations of older adults’ mobility?
To evaluate whether indicators portray the construct that one intends to quantify, measures of indicator
agreement (e.g., Bland Altman statistics, correlation) inform about whether indicators assessed with
different tools, but designed for the same construct, yield similar results. Comparison studies on
self-reported and GPS-derived #ALs are still limited (i.e., focused on spatial correspondence [18,19],
or aggregate measures [16]), and no study was identified comparing self-reported and GPS-based
TOH. Therefore, it is imperative to compare TOH and #ALs derived from self-reports and GPS.
In doing so, impacts of algorithm threshold settings should be considered [20,21]. While thresholds
can drastically change the results of GPS-based TOH and #ALs, many studies have ignored the effect
of the thresholds [12,22,23].
This study’s main aim is to evaluate how self-reported and GPS-based daily mobility indicators
compare in a sample of older adults, without making any a priori assumptions about the accuracy of
either of the data sources. To this end, we extract the two daily mobility indicators TOH and #ALs
from one-week of diary and GPS data of 35 older adults. More specifically, our work aims to make the
following contributions:
1. We investigate in a sensitivity analysis how the choice of thresholds (Tmin, Dmax, Tmax) affects
the indicator agreement between self-reported and GPS-based indicators.
2. We explore the convergent validity for both mobility indicators by comparing the self-reported
and GPS-derived daily mobility indicators.
3. We explore whether self-reported activity characteristics (i.e., the duration or type of an activity) affect
a self-reported event, finds a corresponding, temporally overlapping (i.e., matching) GPS event.
2. Self-Reports and GPS Sensors for Assessing Daily Mobility
2.1. Self-Reports
Various instruments exist to assess individuals’ daily mobility and depending on the study
goal one or the other might be more suitable. Most of these methods today rely on self-reports,
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including questionnaires and diary-based surveys. Questionnaires typically assess habitual mobility
in a single occasion and in a retrospective manner via mobility questionnaires (e.g., life-space
assessment (LSA) [24]) or interactive map-based questionnaires (e.g., VERITAS [25]). These retrospective
questionnaires are prone to recall bias and unable of capturing the day-to-day variation and complex
nature of mobility behavior [21,26,27]. Daily travel diaries are designed for a participant to fill out
continuously throughout the day or at the end of each study day to report information on location,
time, and attributes of each of an individual’s daily activities (Table 1). Such frequently reported
information allows examining shorter-term fluctuations in an individual’s mobility patterns [28].
Semantic information reported on each activity and trip (e.g., activity type, present persons,
transport mode) enables semantically enriched analysis. However, diary-based surveys expose
a range of disadvantages: participant burden because of the time-consuming reporting process [29],
failing to report activities correctly because of subjective bias, lack of care, recall bias, or social
desirability bias [30–32], and missing exact locational data (i.e., geographic coordinates) [18,25,29].
Self-reported assessments over long periods are theoretically possible, however, in practical terms they
are feasible only to a limited degree, as self-reports require continuous high participant involvement.
Table 1. Advantages and disadvantages of self-reported diaries vs. location sensors to infer individual’s
daily mobility.
Advantages Disadvantages
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which is time-consuming and requires technical skills [20]. Unfortunately, there are no standardized
GPS data processing procedures including threshold setting for automatic detection of activity locations
and trips [9,36].
2.3. GPS Data Processing and Threshold Setting
GPS data processing is he key to accu ate assessment f GPS-derived aily mobility. TOH and
#ALs, the two mobility indic tors in the focus of this study, ar computed based on spatio-temporal
extent of home and activity locations. These features are usually automatically detected from GPS fixes.
For TOH, GPS fixes outside a circular buffer around home should be identified in consideration of GPS
error and then the time between out-of-home GPS fixes is summed up. For #ALs, activity locations
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should be inferred and more complex algorithms are required [17,37–40]. Figure 1 schematically shows
how a typical algorithm to detect activity locations works. For both indicators, the following spatial
and temporal thresholds used as input parameters of a processing algorithm play a significant role in
such automatic detection [17,38,41,42]:
• Minimum time duration (Tmin): Tmin defines the minimum time spent out of home or in an
activity location in order to count as valid TOH or AL event, respectively.
• Maximum distance (Dmax): For TOH, Dmax is a radius defining a buffer around home. All fixes
within the buffer count as home, all fixes outside of the buffer count as out of home (OH). For #ALs,
Dmax defines the maximum spatial region within which the individual can move (respectively the
GPS signal is allowed to wander) in order to be defined as an AL.
• Maximum gap duration (Tmax): For both indicators, Tmax defines the maximum duration of
a gap in GPS data over which interpolation is invoked if the remaining conditions are met
(i.e., Tmin, Dmax).
Although this does not need to be the case, we expect that thresholds to accurately detect TOH
and AL events are both falling in a similar range, as from a purely spatio-temporal perspective they
are both defined as a stay with a minimum duration within a spatial region defined by a maximum
radius. In the literature, thresholds applied vary substantially between studies and are often presented
without justification. For Tmin values typically range between 3 and 30 min and for Dmax between
25 and 500 m [17,43–48]. Tmax is often not dealt with or explicitly mentioned, although temporal
gaps in GPS data are very frequent as individuals typically spend a lot of time in GPS-denied
areas (e.g., indoors) [45]. Interpolation in GPS data is often feasible with little risk of introducing
errors [43]. Whenever interpolation is introduced, 1 h seems to be the maximum temporal gap for
which interpolation is done [2,19,45]. While in the referenced literature, interpolation was done by
filling in gaps with synthetic data points on the level of the raw GPS trajectory, this paper takes an
approach of filling in data gaps on the level of detected mobility events. That is, interpolation (or gap
filling) takes place in a temporal fashion, merging two subsequent events separated by a temporal gap,
if the gap is smaller than Tmax and if Tmin and Dmax are met at the same time.
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Figure 1. Schematic representation of automatic activity location detection based on spatial (Dmax)
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this illustration (Tmin = 6 min, Dmax = 125 m, Tmax = 5 h) are the ones that were derived from the
se sitivity analysis see Section 4.2).
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2.4. Self-Reported versus GPS-Derived Mobility Indicators
While it is commonly accepted knowledge that GPS outperforms self-reports, e.g., in terms of
assessing the exact geometry of mobility whereas self-reports outperform GPS, e.g., in assessing
additional mobility-related semantics (e.g., type of activity), there is no agreement in the literature
regarding which method performs better in assessing aggregate mobility indicators such as TOH or
#ALs. To compare indicators, construct validity is often evaluated regarding whether an indicator
represents the construct that one intends to measure. One way of assessing the construct validity is to
examine the so-called convergent validity. It examines whether indicators aiming at assessing the same
construct, but using different instruments (e.g., self-reports versus GPS) yield similar results [18,49,50].
Research comparing self-reports to GPS is especially to be found in the field of transportation research
where travel durations using different transport modes are compared. A systematic review found that
these tend to be larger when self-reported rather than derived from GPS data [51].
In the context of health- and aging-related research, Fillekes et al. [52] also found self-reported
tools to exceed GPS-based travel duration, while daily self-reported life space (assessing maximum
distance traveled from home) fell slightly below its GPS-derived counterpart. Boissy [20] found
weak to moderate correlations (r = 0.3–0.4) between LSA scores and various GPS-derived life-space
indicators (including standard deviational ellipse area, distance covered in vehicle). Wolf et al. [16]
found moderate correlations (0.4) when comparing #ALs derived from GPS and diaries aggregated
over the entire study period of 4 days. Shareck et al. [18] found high levels of agreement in terms of
spatial correspondence of ALs reported in a questionnaire on regularly visited locations and one week
of GPS data. Similarly, Kestens et al. [19] found good spatial correspondence between self-reported
regularly visited ALs with a map-based tool and one week of GPS data. A recent study comparing
self-reported to GPS-derived time spent outdoors (i.e., outside of any building), found self-reports to
massively exceed GPS-derived measures based on indicators aggregated over the entire study period
per participant [53].
In summary, only few comparison studies have been carried out in the health and aging
domain, and most of these have focused on “global” mobility indicators that characterize aggregate
mobility behaviors over the entire study period [9]. These days, however, research interest turns
increasingly to mobility indicators measured over shorter intervals (e.g., day to day) in order to observe
within-person fluctuations of mobility [22]. Such indicators are potentially derivable from data with high
spatio-temporal granularity as obtained via positioning sensors or real-life assessments. Hence, there is
a need for comparison studies for mobility indicators using shorter intervals. Knowledge regarding
the degree of agreement between self-reported and GPS-derived mobility indicators will help to
improve the understanding of the reliability of such indicators. This, in return, allows to determine
with which level of confidence such mobility indicators can be interpreted in their own right and how
reliably they can be related to other healthy-aging-relevant outcomes. Moreover, such knowledge
contributes to determining to which degree these two methods should be used in complementary
fashion, respectively, to which degree they could potentially substitute each other.
3. Methods
3.1. Study Design and Participant Recruitment
Data collection was part of the “ChronoSense Study,” a cross-sectional study, aiming to investigate
circadian rhythms of mobility patterns in community-dwelling older adults using wearable sensors.
The study was designed in compliance with the principles expressed in the Declaration of Helsinki
and has been approved by the Ethics Committee of the German Sport University Cologne (registration
number 156/2017). All participants provided written informed consent. To recruit study participants,
information on the project was emailed to local senior citizens’ networks and presented in senior’s
sport groups. Furthermore, persons who expressed interest in participating in studies of the Institute
of Movement and Sport Gerontology in the past were invited by email or telephone call. To be eligible
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for the study, subjects had to be community-dwelling, aged 65 years or older, and subjectively healthy.
Persons with any acute or severe mobility impairment, cardiovascular disorder, cognitive disorder or
neurological disease (based on self-report) which could interfere with functional mobility were excluded
from participation. Furthermore, persons with a score of 24 or fewer points in the mini-mental state
examination (MMSE) [54] were excluded from the study [55]. In total, 38 eligible persons participated
but only 35 persons were included in the study after exclusion of three early dropout participants.
Of the 35 participants 17 were women and 18 were men. Participants’ mean age was 70.6,
ranging from 65 to 83 years. Participants indicated as their highest level of education: primary school
(7; 20%), secondary school (6; 14%), university of applied sciences (6; 14%), and university (16; 46%).
Body mass index (BMI) was 26.92 +/− 4.9, and the majority of the participants (29 out of 35) suffered
from at least one chronic disease.
3.2. Data Collection
Data collection had three stages of pre-registration, one-week registration, and post-registration.
In the pre-registration, each participant visited the laboratory to take a baseline questionnaire on her/his
socio-demographics and home address and receive mobility diaries for self-reports and smartphone
(SP) for GPS data collection. Then, actual self-reporting and GPS-tracking were conducted for a
week. Afterward, the participants revisited the laboratory to return the diaries and smartphone for
data download.
Different instructions were given for self-reporting and GPS-tracking. The detailed execution for
each approach is as follows. For self-reports, each participant was given two separate paper diaries for
TOH and ALs and asked to fill them out multiple times or at the end of each study day. In the TOH
diary, each participant was asked to report the times when they left home for an activity and came back
(i.e., the start and end times of each TOH event) as well as whether they carried the SP during each of
the reported TOH events. In the AL diary, each participant was requested to report start and end times
and the names of all visited places where they stayed beyond 3 min, but in an explicitly stationary
state, including long transient stops at a train/tram station, sitting on a park bench, and shopping in a
supermarket. A minimum of 3 min for an activity location was chosen in order to exclude extremely
short stops, such as waiting at a traffic light. All types of traveling (e.g., walking in a park) were to be
excluded in the reports.
GPS data were recorded with a sampling frequency of 1 s using the application (app) GPSLogger,
version 89 [56] on a Samsung Galaxy SIII GT-9301. The app was set to start automatically whenever
the SP was switched on. Each participant was asked to turn on the SP in the morning after waking
up and to turn it off in the evening before going to bed. They were instructed to carry the SP with
them, whenever they were out of their homes. In order to achieve the longest possible battery life,
the participants were instructed to charge the SP when they were at home. All participants performed
a 15-min familiarization session which covered how to switch the SP on and off, charge it, use the touch
screen, and to make sure the app was running. Additionally, each participant received a project-specific
user manual and was offered the opportunity to contact the instructors in case they had questions or
faced complications regarding smartphone use.
3.3. Self-Reported Mobility Indicators
Self-reports were processed through the following procedures to measure mobility indicators. In a
first step, TOH events out of the study period and of duration ≤3 min were deleted. AL events were
excluded if at least one of the following conditions was met: out of study period, missing start/end
time, duration ≤3 min, non-stationary activities/movements, activities that took place at home,
and false reports (i.e., entries not related to mobility). Moreover, an activity category was assigned
to each AL based on participants’ annotations, using an adapted activity location classification from
Kaspar et al. [22]. This classification was specifically developed for a study sample of older adults and
consists of the following categories: work, commercial, social, personal care, culture/religion/education,
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recreation, transportation, unassignable. The duration of the valid TOH events were summed to an
indicator reflecting total reported daily duration spent out of home (“REP TOH”). The valid activity
locations per day were counted per day to represent the self-reported indicator daily number of activity
locations (“REP #ALs”). Study days were segmented at midnight.
3.4. GPS-Based Mobility Indicators
GPS data processing consisted of the following seven steps: removal of outliers, splitting into
daily trajectories, exclusion of invalid days, validation of geocoded home location, extraction of TOH
events, extraction of ALs, and aggregation to the daily indicators “GPS TOH” and “GPS #ALs”.
Outlier removal: We removed outliers from the individual GPS fixes featuring speeds above
330 km/h. This corresponds to the speed limit of high-speed trains in Germany.
Day segmentation: The weekly GPS trajectories were split into daily segments at midnight to
correspond to self-reported indicators.
Exclusion of invalid days: Same as in existing GPS-based studies [57–59], study days were
excluded if the daily registration period, that is, the time between first and last GPS fixes of a day was
less than 9 h. Moreover, further computation was only done for participants with at least 2 days of
valid GPS data.
Home validation: The geocoded self-reported address was validated by comparing it to the
GPS-derived home location. To extract the GPS-based home location, similar as in a previous
publication [9], we used DBSCAN [60,61] with minimum number of points = 3 and epsilon
distance = 60 m to extract clusters based on all first morning and last evening fixes of every valid day.
If multiple clusters were identified, the cluster closest to the self-reported home location was chosen
as the GPS-based home location. Finally, homes (and consequently participants) were only counted
as valid, if the distance between the address-based and GPS-based home was smaller than 150 m.
For further computation, we replaced the address-based home with the GPS-based home, in case the
latter reflected more precisely the GPS fixes (more GPS fixes falling into a 60-m-buffer of the GPS-based
than the address-based home).
Extraction of TOH events: As introduced above, we have identified TOH events using the
following three parameters: Dmax defining the radius for the home buffer to distinguish between home
and out-of-home (OH) fixes, Tmin defining the minimum TOH event duration to be considered valid,
and Tmax defining the temporal gap for which we temporally interpolated. Temporal interpolation
simply consisted in filling in the binary state (i.e., either “home” or “OH”) into data gaps of up to Tmax,
in case the previous and subsequent fix had both been identified with the same state. Figure 2 shows
the identified TOH events along the temporal axis across the seven study days of one participant based
on the spatial and temporal thresholds obtained in the sensitivity analysis (see Sections 3.5 and 4.2).
Extraction of ALs: To detect activity locations (Figure 3), we used the stop detection algorithm
proposed by Montoliu et al. [38]. The algorithm’s adjustable parameters are intuitive and reflect
those most often used in health and aging research [41,62–64]. Moreover, in contrast to many other
algorithms, it is capable of dealing with temporal gaps in GPS data [65]. Montoliu’s algorithm is a
time-based clustering algorithm using the three above-introduced input parameters: Dmax represents
the maximum allowed distance of a GPS fix from the first GPS fix of a stop cluster; Tmin represents
the minimum duration of a group of identified GPS fixes in order to count as a stop; and finally,
Tmax represents the maximum allowed time gap between consecutive location points to be considered
as a part of the same stop cluster (see Figure 1). A detected stop episode is represented by the position
of the median latitude and median longitude of the included GPS fixes, and by the timestamps defining
the start and end of the stop. In a subsequent step, episodes not fulfilling the stop criteria and <3 min
were interpreted as “noise” (e.g., indoor signal wandering [66]). Three minutes is a commonly applied
threshold for the minimum move duration [58,67]). Consecutive stops previously interrupted by such
short “noise” episodes, were merged if spatial distance and temporal difference between those two
stops were smaller than Dmax and Tmax, respectively. Finally, we used Dmax as a radius around an
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individual’s home location to exclude stops referring to home, as we were only interested in detecting
out-of-home activity locations.
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Figure 3. Some detected activity locations (green dots) for one study day of one user (Dmax = 125 m,
Tmin = 6 min, Tmax = 30 min). This illustration also shows the typical positional data quality of the
raw, unprocessed GPS data.
Aggregation to daily indicators: The duration of the TOH events was summed for each day to the
GPS-derived indicator “GPS TOH” representing total daily duration spent out of home. The identified
ALs were counted for each day to represent the GPS-derived indicator “daily number of activity
locations” (“GPS #ALs”).
3.5. Sensitivity Analysis for Dmax, Tmin, Tmax
Since there is no comm nly accepted standard for the resholds used to extrac TOH events
and ALs from GPS, we performed a sensitivity analysis with the aim of evaluating how this mpacts
agreement bet en self-reported and GPS-derived TOH and AL events. To assess indicator agreement,
we have used the measures F1 and IoU (Intersection over Union), also referred to as Jaccard coefficient.
Both measures are computed at the event level and evaluate events as agreeing if they temporally
overlap (i.e., match). F1 is a harmonic measure of precision and recall also used in Hwang et al. [66]
(Figures A1 and A2 in Appendix A). Recall was determined as the number of correctly reported
Sensors 2019, 19, 4551 9 of 30
(i.e., with GPS match) events out of the total number of reported events [41]. Precision was calculated
as the number of correctly detected events (i.e., with reported match) out of the total number of
events detected by GPS. Optimizing F1 means maximization of the number of events with a match
(“true positives”), while minimizing the number of events that were only reported (“true negative”)
or GPS-derived (“false positives”), respectively. While this is very sensible for the #ALs which is
concerned with counts, for TOH—oriented toward duration—optimization of IoU is more relevant
(Figure A3 in Appendix B). IoU maximizes intersection periods (overlapping GPS and reported events)
while minimizing periods that were either only reported or only derived from GPS [17]. Both indicators
range between 0.0 and 1.0, with 1.0 being the maximum, implying exact overlap between reported
and GPS events in terms of counts or duration, respectively. Based on visual inspection of the two
curves describing indicator agreement (F1 and IoU) as a function of the respective thresholds chosen,
we selected the thresholds that optimized simultaneously both agreement measures for both mobility
indicators. Because a stay at home or a stay in an activity location looks very similar in terms of
spatio-temporal characteristics (i.e., not moving out of a restricted zone for at least a minimum
amount of time), we expect that similar parameter settings will typically optimize agreement between
self-reports and GPS for both mobility indicators.
We started with an initial parameter setting and iteratively optimized the following parameters
while holding the remaining two parameters constant (1) Tmax; (2) Tmin; (3) Dmax; (4) re-confirmation
of Tmin; (5) re-confirmation of Tmax. The constant parameters were replaced after every step with the
threshold that had been identified to optimize indicator agreement in the previous step. We chose
the following initial threshold setting for the stepwise optimization (Section 4.2) and re-confirmation
(see Appendix D, Figure A4) process:
• Tmin = 3 min: Corresponds to the minimum duration of an activity location instructed to
participants and has often been used elsewhere [17,66,68–70];
• Tmax = 1 h: Typical maximum gap length found in the literature upon which GPS data is
interpolated [9,19,66];
• Dmax = 100 m: Good indicator agreement was obtained for 100 m in Cich et al. [17] and Hwang et
al. [66] testing multiple thresholds in their stop detection algorithms. Also 100 m was used in
Harada et al. [11,71] to identify TOH.
3.6. Inclusion Criteria
Out of the initial 245 study days (35 participants × 7 days), we excluded days and participants
based on the following criteria (see Section 4.1):
Exclusion of GPS days: GPS days were invalidated, if as aforementioned the registration period
was <9 h or if participants indicated to not have worn the SP for at least one reported OH event of the
respective day.
Exclusion of reported (REP) days: Study days of participants who did report events for less than
two days overall, were deemed invalid for the respective indicator. Moreover, days with reports of
TOH and AL that were contradictive were invalidated. That is, REP TOH days were considered invalid,
if no TOH was reported while at least one AL was reported for the same day. Similarly, REP AL days
were invalidated, if no AL was indicated while >30 min of TOH was reported.
Included days/participants: Eventually, we only ran comparison analyses for days of participants
who had at least 2 days with matching valid REP and GPS indicators.
3.7. Statistical Analyses
Exemplary resulting TOH events and ALs are shown for one participant in Figures 4 and 5,
respectively, once as detailed horizontal bars (left) and once aggregated to daily indicators in table
format (right). In order to evaluate the convergent validity of daily self-reports versus GPS, besides the
descriptive statistics of the differences between daily reported and GPS-based measures, the following
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measures of agreement were computed: Bland Altman statistics for multiple observations per
individual [72]; Spearman correlations across all study days, and aggregated over individuals
(iCorr) [52]; and interrater intraclass correlation coefficient (ICC). These measures are described in
detail including conventions for interpretation of association strength in Table A1 in Appendix C.
We do not make any assumption about any data source being the reference/ground truth.Sensors 2019, 19, x FOR PEER REVIEW 11 of 43 
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Figure 5. Daily temporal view of REP versus GPS activity locations (left) and daily aggregated indicator
REP #ALs and GPS #ALs (right) for one participant (one week).
While all of the abovementioned statistics are based on the aggregated daily mobility indicators,
we computed further measures on the event level, in order to gain further insight regarding explanations
for potential differences between REP and GPS indicators. Besides the aforementioned precision, recall,
F1 and IoU measures, we investigated the proportion of duration as well as the counts of matching
REP and GPS events. Eventu lly, we investi ated whether certain characteristics of the r ported events
(duration, act vity type, indoor versus outdoor) hav an impact on whether a reported vent is GPS
detected or not.
All processing and analyses were carried out in R (v. 3.4.4) [73]. Specifically, we used the R packages
plyr, dplyr, reshape, sp, dbscan, data.table, aspace, geosphere, and raster for data manipulation; ggplot2,
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maptools, knitr for graphs and visualizations; and corrplot, PerformanceAnalytics, ICC, rmcorr, psych,
lme4 for the statistical analyses.
4. Results
4.1. Included Data
Reported TOH and AL events went through different validation processes as detailed in Section 3.3.
Out of the initial 324 reported TOH events, 305 TOH events remain after exclusion of 18 events because
of short duration and/or happening outside the study period (Table 2). 543 ALs were retained as valid
reported ALs out of a total of 817. A total of 274 AL events were excluded because they met least one of
the criteria detailed in Table 2. After exclusion of the invalid study days and participants (as described
in Section 4.2), the valid reported number of events eventually retained for further analysis was 223
(minus 82) for TOH, and 437 (minus 106) for #ALs.
Table 2. Exclusion of self-reported TOH and AL events. Text in bold typeface indicates the main
categories of retained events; plain text indicates categories of excluded events.
TOH events AL events
Initial number of events 324 817
Outside study period 18 50
Duration ≤3 min 1 16
Missing start/end time – 14
Non-stationary/movement – 189
At home – 36
False reports – 4
Number of valid reported events 305 543
Invalid study day 82 106
Number of valid events of valid days 223 437
Based on the pre-filtered events, study days and participants were checked for validity based on
the inclusion criteria detailed in Section 3.6 (Figure 6). Out of the original 35 participants (245 days),
27 participants (140 days) for TOH and 33 participants (170 days) for #ALs were included.
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Figure 6. Exclusion of initial number of study days and participants (Ps) (top box) based on inclusion
criteria for reported data (REP, left red box) and GPS data (right red box); and number of resulting days
with no valid data at all, only valid reported data, only valid GPS data, and matching valid REP and
GPS d ta (bottom boxes).
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Participants had between 2 and 7 valid study days, with an average of valid days of 5.1 (standard
deviation (SD) = 1.7) and 4.9 (SD = 1.6) for TOH and AL, respectively. Summary statistics for the daily
GPS-based and reported mobility indicators shown in Table 3 as well as further analyses, are based on
the participants/study days that fulfilled the inclusion criteria.
Table 3. Summary statistics for daily mobility indicators over all valid participant days.
Variable Method Days Mean Median SD Min. Max.
Time out of home (TOH) (min) REP 140 277.6 245 207.1 0 1020
GPS 140 270.1 216 224.6 0 1371
Number of activity locations (#ALs) REP 170 2.6 2 1.8 0 10
GPS 170 3.3 3 2.8 0 15
Figure 7 shows the distribution of event duration for both TOH and AL events based on both
assessment methods. As was to be expected, the median event duration is considerably longer for
TOH (REP: 120.0 min vs. GPS: 100.9 min) than for AL (REP: 45.0 min vs. GPS: 21.1 min). The number
of GPS events (especially for AL) tend to be higher than their reported counterparts. Median durations
are considerably lower for GPS than for REP events.
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4.2. Sensitivity Analysis
The results of the stepwise sensitivity analysis of (1) Tmax, (2) Tmin, and (3) Dmax are displayed in
Figure 8.
1. While the count-oriented agreement measure F1 barely reacts to varying Tmax, the duration-
oriented IoU steadily increases, with an optimum at 300 min (i.e., 5 h) for both TOH and #ALs.
For Tmax between 180 and 360 min (i.e., 3 and 6 h) indicator agreement appears to be stable.
2. While Tmin has no major impact on agreement between REP and GPS indicators, it does affect
the indicator agreement for #ALs. F1 (the count-based measure more relevant for #ALs) seems to
peak between 5 and 8 min (maximum at 6 min) while IoU starts dropping at 8 min.
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3. For TOH, indicator agreement is increasing until Dmax = 100 m and then remains stable,
only starting to slowly drop at 300 m. For #AL, the best indicator agreement is obtained for
Dmax = 125 m. After 200 m, both measures of agreement start dropping.
Sensors 2019, 19, x FOR PEER REVIEW 13 of 31 
 
3. For TOH, indicator agreement is increasing until Dmax = 100 m and then remains stable, only 
starting to slowly drop at 300 m. For #AL, the best indicator agreement is obtained for Dmax = 
125 m. After 200 m, both easures of agreement start dropping. 
 
TOH #ALs 
  
(a) 
   
(b) 
  
(c) 
Figure 8. Results of stepwise sensitivity analysis of Tmax, Tmin, and Dmax. (a) Optimization of Tmax 
for initial settings (Tmin = 3 min, Dmax = 100 m). (b) Optimization of Tmin for initial Dmax = 100 m 
and optimized Tmax = 300 min, (c) Optimization of Dmax for optimized Tmin = 6 min and Tmax = 300 
min. 
Figure 8. Results of step is l sis of Tmax, Tmin, and Dmax. (a) Optimization of Tmax
for init al settings (Tmin = 3 min, Dmax = 100 m). (b) Optimization of Tmin for in tial Dmax = 100 m and
optimized Tmax = 300 min, (c) Optimization of Dmax for optimized Tmin = 6 min a d Tmax = 300 min.
Sensors 2019, 19, 4551 14 of 30
As expected, both indicators, TOH and #ALs show similar fluctuations in indicator agreement to
the variations of all three thresholds. Despite subtle differences in the reaction to threshold variation,
we used the following same thresholds for both indicators in further analyses at which both indicators
jointly reached a maximum: Tmax = 300 min, Tmin = 6 min, Dmax = 125 m. Moreover, these optimized
thresholds have been confirmed by reversely varying Tmin and Tmax (see Figure A4 in Appendix D).
4.3. Agreement between Daily REP and GPS-Based Mobility Indicators
There is an average difference between daily REP TOH and GPS TOH of 7.5 min, with a large
SD of 178.3 min (Table 4). Despite a lot of uncertainty given the large SD, the general trend goes
toward REP durations to be longer than GPS durations. A relatively higher proportion of red shades
to blue ones in Figure 9 also confirms the tendency for REP TOH to be higher than GPS TOH. Also,
the comparison of the proportion of days on which REP was higher than GPS to the days on which
the opposite was true, confirms this general trend toward REP TOH to be higher than GPS TOH
(Figure 10). Accepting a time difference of 10 min between daily REP and GPS indicators as agreement,
51% of the study days are characterized by REP TOH being longer than GPS TOH, while only 21% are
characterized by REP TOH being shorter than GPS TOH. For a 20-min-threshold, these percentages
shrink to 36% and 18%, respectively. A day-by-participant analysis (Figure 9) and the between- and
within-participant SD (Table 4) reveal that there is considerable between-participant and even higher
within-participant variation in daily agreement. The average between-participant SD of 85.5 min is
smaller than the average within-individual SD of 118.4 min for daily deviation between REP and GPS
(Table 4). Based on Figure 9, approximately one-third of the participants tend toward high indicator
agreement while about another third of the participants tend to have lower daily indicator agreement.
Bland-Altman (BA) statistics averaging across participant-days reveal that REP TOH is on average
7.5 min longer than GPS TOH, however, with a wide range of agreement of [−342.6 min; 357.6 min]
(Table 5 and Figure 11). ICC for TOH is substantial with 0.66 [95%-CI: 0.54; 0.76], and mean iCorr with
0.66 and correlation across all days with 0.81 are moderate and highly positive (Table 5).
On average the daily REP #ALs is 0.7 below daily GPS #ALs (Table 4). This tendency of lower
REP #ALs compared to GPS is also reflected in the participant-day plot (Figure 12); the plot shows a
higher proportion of days colored in blue shades illustrating days with REP #ALs being smaller than
their GPS-based counterparts. 41% or 28% of the days are characterized by REP #ALs being smaller
than GPS, while only 22% or 11% of the days have REP exceeding GPS, depending on the deviation
tolerance of disagreeing #ALs for a day at 0 or 1 location, respectively. In contrast to TOH, the #ALs
plot represents less days with extreme disagreement by fewer days with extreme color. However,
given the daily averages of 2.6 REP and 3.3 GPS #ALs (Table 3), a mismatch of a single AL is already
critical. Clear differences in overall daily indicator agreement for #ALs between participants exist:
approximately one-third of the participants with consistent agreement across days (i.e., about ±1
location), against another good third with high variation in daily indicator agreement against yet
another small part of participants with reports falling below GPS on the majority of days. However,
we also find here a significant portion of participants whose daily REP indicators at times agree, or at
times are higher or lower than GPS, thus leading to high within-person variability in daily indicator
agreement. Average SD for deviations between individuals with 1.5 is again slightly lower than the
average within-participant SD of 1.8 (Table 4). Compared to TOH, there is a higher proportion of days
with agreement between indicators of 36% or even of 62% for an accepted deviation of one location as
agreement (Figure 10). Bland-Altman statistics suggest a mean difference of −0.7, with a wide LOA
of [−5.4; 3.9] (Table 5). The BA plot also suggests a tendency toward clearly higher discrepancies
between REP and GPS for days for which the average of GPS and REP indicators were high (Figure 11).
ICC for #ALs was just below 0.50 and therefore moderate. Correlation (0.6) and average iCorr (0.53)
were also moderate. However, the iCorrs are also characterized by a high SD of 0.5, pointing to large
inter-individual differences in average daily indicator agreement.
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Table 4. Summary statistics for daily difference between self-reported and sensor-derived
mobility indicators.
Days Mean SD Median Min. Max. SD btw * Mean SD within **
TOH [min] 140 7.5 178.3 11 −876 734 85.5 118.4
#ALs [#] 170 −0.7 2.4 0 −11 5 1.5 1.8
Note: GPS measures are subtracted from REP measures. Positive values therefore indicate REP > GPS while
negative values indicate REP < GPS. * SD btw denotes the standard deviation between individuals’ average daily
difference of the REP and GPS mobility indicators (nTOH = 27 participants, nAL = 33 participants). ** Mean SD
within is the average of the within-individual standard deviation in their daily differences of the REP and GPS
mobility indicators (nTOH = 27 participants, nAL = 33 participants).
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(#103, 106, 108, 109, 111, 119, 126, 131). Participants are ordered according to increasing average absolute
deviation per participant (ignoring NAs). Participants are represented by their unique user IDs.
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Figure 10. First and second bar from the left: Percentage number of TOH days with agreement between
indicators, REP > GPS (red) and REP < GPS (blue) for deviation tolerance thresholds of 10 min and
20 min (n = 140 days). Third and fourth bar: same for #ALs, with deviation tolerance thresholds of 0
and 1 activity location (n = 170 days).
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Figure 11. Bland Altman for multiple observations per participant [72] for TOH (n = 140 days) (a) and
#ALs (n = 170 days) (b).
Table 5. Measures of agreement for daily TOH and #ALs.
Measures of Agreement TOH #ALs
Bland-Altman mean differences [95% LOA] 7.50 [−342.6; 357.6] (min) −0.70 [−5.4; 3.9] (#)
ICC [95% CI] 0.66 [0.54; 0.76] 0.47 [0.34; 0.60]
Correlation Spearman 0.81 * 0.60 *
Mean (SD) iCorr S ear an 0.69 (0.41) 0.53 (0.50)
Note: Spearman correlation diagrams in Figure A5, Appendix E. * p < 0.01. LOA = limits of agreement;
ICC = interrater correlation coefficient; SD = standard deviation. For TOH, n = 140 days respectively 27 participants,
and for #ALs, n = 170 days respectively n = 33 participants, as outlined in Figure 6.
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4.4. Event-Centered Agreement between REP and GPS Mobility
For TOH, a count- (Table 6) and duration-based (Figure 13) matching comparison, respectively,
of the indicators reveal high proportions of agreement. The majority (around 87%) of reported and
GPS events have one temporally matching event detected from the corresponding opposite data source.
Only a small number of events have multiple matching events or no matching event for both REP and
GPS TOH. Also, the aggregated accuracy measures F1 (0.92) and IoU (0.72) reflect that indicators agree
in clearly more cases, respectively for more duration, than they disagree.
Table 6. Number of valid events with one match (1:1), multiple matches (1:n), no match (1:0).
Relation REP TOH GPS TOH REP AL GPS AL
1:1 193 87% 196 87% 260 59% 383 68%
1:n 12 5% 11 5% 74 17% 42 7%
1:0 18 8% 18 8% 103 24% 139 25%
Total no. of events 223 100% 225 100% 437 100% 564 100%
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Figure 13. Percentage duration of matched, respectively, intersected (i.e., REP
⋂
GPS), REP only, and GPS
only TOH/AL events (see Figure A3 Appendix B for illustration of computation). Percentages are
computed for each participant based on all valid events of all valid days and then averaged over
all participants.
In comparison to TOH for AL, considerably lower percentages of events have a matching event
(59% for REP, and 68% for GPS). Equally high proportions of REP events remain undetected by GPS
(24%) as GPS events remain without any matching REP events (25%). Moreover, especially for reported
events, it seems to be a common issue that they temporally overlap with more than one GPS event
(24%). F1 (0.76) and IoU (0.50) are considerably lower for AL than for TOH (Table 7).
Table 7. Measures of agreement on the level of events.
Event-Centered Measures of Agreement TOH #ALs
Count-based
Precision 0.92 0.76
Recall 0.92 0.75
F1 0.92 0.76
Duration-based
IoU 0.72 0.50
Note: The count-based measures were computed for the number of REP-/GPS-based events (n = 223/225 events for
TOH and n = 437/564 for AL). IoU is first computed per individual over all events over all study days and then
averaged over all participants (n = 27 participants for TOH and n = 33 participants for AL).
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4.5. Association between Reported Event Characteristics and Event Detection
Finally, in order to investigate whether certain reported activity locations have better chances of
being detected, we investigated whether the event type or duration is associated with a reported event
with at least one temporally matching GPS event (Table 8). Work-related and recreational activities
seem to have high chances of being detected. However, only 5 work locations were reported, and the
median event duration of work location is exceptionally long, which might increase the chances of
being detected. Only transportation-related ALs have clearly lower detection rates. While most of the
activity types have average overlap durations between 63% and 73%, lower average temporal coverage
was found for transportation (40%), work (52%), and commercial activities (54%). Chances for an
event to be detected seem not to be related to whether it was classified by participants as an indoor
or outdoor location (Table 9). However, durations with matching overlapping GPS events tend to be
higher for indoor (61%) events than for outdoor (49%) events. A separate correlation analysis showed
little, however, significant correlation between reported event duration and whether an event was
detected (Spearman’s rho of 0.29). A similar result was obtained for correlation between reported
event duration and mean temporal overlap (Spearman’s rho of 0.27).
Table 8. Proportion of reported events that had a matching GPS event by reported event type
(n = 437 events).
Activity Type No.Events
No. Events with
Match
Median Event
Duration (min)
Mean Duration
Overlap
Work 5 100% 360.0 52%
Recreation 55 93% 80.0 73%
Personal care 28 82% 45.0 64%
Social 32 81% 150.5 68%
Cultural/Religious/Education 41 78% 124.0 63%
Commercial 211 74% 30.0 54%
Transportation 41 56% 10.0 40%
Unassignable 24 – – –
Table 9. Proportion of reported events that had a matching GPS event distinguishing between indoor
and outdoor ALs.
Type No.Events
No. Events With
Match
Median Event
Duration (min)
Mean Duration
Overlap
Outdoor 108 77% 32.5 49%
Indoor 320 76% 45.0 61%
Unassignable 9 – – –
5. Discussion
As interest in the use of GPS-derived mobility indicators for applications in health and aging
research is growing, more knowledge is needed about how to extract those features from GPS data.
Likewise, GPS-based indicators need to be validated in comparison to self-reported data sources.
In order to obtain more information on the validity of the two indicators TOH and #ALs, first,
we demonstrated how the threshold choice for the TOH/AL event detection algorithm affects the
indicator agreement and, second, examined in depth to which degree the daily REP and GPS-derived
indicators compare.
5.1. Sensitivity Analysis: Which Thresholds Maximize Indicator Agreement?
Considering missing consensus in health and aging research regarding the temporal (Tmax, Tmin)
and spatial (Dmax) thresholds used to compute mobility indicators, we evaluated how varying the
individual thresholds affects the agreement between self-reported and GPS-derived mobility using
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a count- and a duration-oriented measure of agreement (i.e., F1 and IoU, respectively) (Figure 8).
For Tmax, we found that temporal interpolation up to 5 h keeps improving indicator agreement,
especially in terms of correspondence in temporal overlap reflected in IoU. The long interpolation
intervals potentially address time spent indoors where GPS signals are frequently lost, and this
would help identify longer periods of correspondence between REP and GPS. This is critical for
duration-oriented mobility indicators such as TOH, but many applied studies currently use no or
only short temporal interpolation of at most 1 h [2,9,19,45]. Thus, the result with Tmax ≤1 h may
underestimate the GPS-based mobility indicators. Further, complex indicators such as time spent in
traveling using different transport modes may require more sophisticated interpolation methods that
allow filling in the missing GPS fixes.
For Tmin, highest indicator agreement between REP and GPS was found between 5 and 6 min.
One explanation for the lower agreement for shorter time thresholds is that participants perceived
events of shorter than 5–6 min as not sufficiently significant and therefore did not report them
(respectively forgotten to be reported), despite the instruction of reporting events that last for 3 min or
longer. We also found that lower thresholds tend to over-segment the GPS trajectory, resulting in many
false positive stops. Such stops could be short insignificant stops (e.g., traffic light, change of transport
mode) or slow walking that might have been mistakenly detected as stops [17]. This result slightly
deviates from the findings of Cich et al. [17] and Hwang et al. [66] who found best indicator agreement
between 3 and 4 min using stop detection algorithms comparable to the one by Montoliu et al. [38]
used in this study.
Finally, sensitivity analysis for Dmax showed that highest indicator agreement is obtained
somewhere between 100 and 200 m for both TOH and AL indicators. This is in line with other studies
that tested the sensitivity in varying the spatial extent defining an activity location, finding best indicator
agreement for 100 m [66], 100–125 m [17], and around 200 m [37]. The choice of optimal thresholds
is generally a function of the positional accuracy of the GPS data (lower accuracies requiring higher
Dmax), the GPS sampling frequency (lower frequency requiring higher Dmax and Tmin), the applied
algorithm (sequential ones typically using lower Dmax than global density-based clustering [37,46]),
participants’ behaviors (e.g., slower walking speeds requiring higher Dmax), and the application
domain that conceptually define the spatial and temporal extent of a stop. Moreover, Dmax and Tmin
interact with each other: higher Dmax is likely to induce higher Tmin, and vice versa. This implies
that if the interest is in finding more coarse-grained activity regions, higher values of Tmin and Dmax
would have to be chosen [38]. In general, lower Tmax and Dmax values lead to a higher number of
correctly identified events, but conversely also to a higher number of over-segmented stops and falsely
identified or meaningless stops, respectively.
5.2. Agreement between Self-Reported and GPS-Derived Time Out of Home
Based on optimal threshold constellation for our application, we found, on average,
participant-reported TOH to exceed GPS-based TOH by 7.5 min (Table 4). Accepting a 20-min
difference between the daily REP and GPS TOH, given an average REP and GPS TOH of 277.6 and
270.1 min (approximately 4.5 h; Table 3), respectively, 46% of the valid days have corresponding
indicators (Figure 11). The average daily REP and GPS TOH are in the order of magnitude of other
studies on older adults, with REP and GPS TOH between 3.5 and 4 h [11,14,74].
The average variability in daily indicator agreement was higher within participants (118.4 min) than
between participants (85.5 min). This suggests that reporting accuracy is not necessarily conditioned by
participants’ general reporting accuracy (Table 4). It seems more likely that daily indicator agreement
is influenced by daily factors, including daily varying mobility patterns or more random reasons,
including device functioning. Nonetheless, measures of agreement of REP and GPS on daily TOH
show substantial ICCs and high positive correlation across valid study days (Table 5). Compared to
daily #ALs, REP, and GPS agree more for daily TOH. It means that TOH has higher convergent validity
and is more stable over different assessment methods than #ALs.
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The event-centered analysis generally confirms this result. A count-based perspective reveals
that most of the REP and GPS events (87% for each) have a matching event in the respective opposite
data source (Table 6). From a duration-based perspective still a high percentage of 72% of durations of
REP and GPS indicators do agree (Figure 13). This means that while there seems to be high agreement
between REP and GPS that there was an event at all, REP and GPS indicators agree to a slightly lower
degree upon exact durational overlap of the respective events. Reasons for deviations in duration can
be attributed to both sides, i.e., participants not correctly recalling start/end times of events or incorrect
GPS-based TOH event detection because of positional inaccuracies, combined with gaps in the GPS
data. Especially, if there is missing GPS data at the beginning or end of an event, no interpolation can
be carried out. For daily TOH assessments, slightly shifted REP and GPS events would be of minor
importance, as long as they are of equal duration.
Our results appear to be in line with previous research [51] that generally finds reports to exceed
GPS-based out-of-home activities, especially known for the case of travelling. Klous et al. [53] compared
self-reported to GPS-derived time outdoors (i.e., outside of any building, in contrast to TOH in our
study, which focuses on the time spent outside the home, irrespective of whether this takes place
indoors or outdoors). They found the reported to considerably exceed the GPS-derived time (median
self-report 4 times higher than median GPS duration), while the average deviations we found are of an
acceptable extent.
5.3. Underestimation of Daily Number of Activity Locations in Self-Reports
In contrast to TOH, daily self-reported #ALs on average fall below their GPS-based counterparts
by 0.7 locations (Table 4). In general, there is a clear trend for higher deviations between REP and GPS
#ALs on days with higher averages of REP and GPS #ALs. The deviations between REP and GPS
are substantial, considering the average number of daily locations visited (2.6 and 3.3 according to
REP and GPS, respectively) (Table 3). Also, the wide LOA from the Bland Altman analyses and the
moderate ICC (0.47) and correlation values (correlation over all participant days of 0.6 and average
iCorr of 0.53) indicate lower agreement for #ALs than for TOH (Table 5, Figure 12). Nevertheless,
the degree of agreement is comparable, yet still slightly higher than the one found by Wolf et al. [16],
who found 0.4 correlation between the GPS- and diary-based number of visited locations aggregated
over the entire study period of each participant.
At the event level, the number of REP and GPS events with a temporally matching event reveals
that a considerable percentage of GPS-based events do not have a temporal match (25%) (Table 5).
To some degree we expected that the average shorter event duration of AL in comparison to TOH might
lead to lower chances of temporal overlap because of temporal offsets between events of both sources.
However, the rather high degree of mismatch suggests other reasons, such as individuals not reporting
some of the events because they perceived them insignificant, or forgetfulness in reporting, or errors in
GPS-based detection (e.g., confusing slow walk segments as stops). On the other hand, there is also a
considerable number of REP events with no matching GPS event (24%). Again, to some degree the
combination of inaccuracies of reporting the temporal extent of events and the generally short event
duration might have resulted in having less temporal overlap between REP and GPS events. However,
to some degree also the thresholds chosen (minimum event duration of 6 min), noise in the GPS signal
or gaps in the GPS signal and therefore undetected events, may contribute to the explanation. Finally,
also the number of REP events with multiple matching GPS events is considerable (17%). This may be
due to a combination of GPS gaps and positional inaccuracies resulting from indoor environments
(e.g., jitter ≥150 m is possible in high-rise buildings [66]) that can lead to over-segmentation of the
GPS trajectory. The general trend for GPS to measure a higher number of activity locations compared
to self-reports seems to be in line with other research stating that distance-based algorithms tend to
over-segment GPS trajectories [37,39]. The number of REP locations with a matching GPS event is
59%, which is comparable to the finding of Schmidt et al. [23] who found 60% of REP events having a
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match. Similarly, the precision (0.76) and recall (0.75) are in a range comparable to those identified
elsewhere [41] (Table 7).
Finally, an important point concerns the high number of REP ALs that had to be excluded because
of invalid self-reports. Out of the original 817 ALs, we excluded 189 (23%) ALs that we had identified
as clearly non-stationary activities (Table 2). This shows that the conceptual definition of AL must
have not been clear to all participants and that therefore participants might have also missed out on
reporting ALs that were detected by GPS. Another reason could be that participants tried to diligently
report all executed activities including erroneously non-stationary ones, inclined to report too many
rather than too few. Overall, for AL we can conclude that convergent validity could only be found
to a limited degree. This result, however, seems to be in line with what was reported in comparable
research [16,23,32,41].
5.4. Similar Detection Rates for Indoor and Outdoor Activity Locations
An exploratory analysis of the different activity types performed in a location exhibits that
work and recreational ALs (including sports-related activities or going out for drinks or food) have
particularly high probabilities of having matching GPS events (Table 6). Above-average event durations,
especially for work-related activities, arguably increase chances of having a temporally matching GPS
event. In contrast, a clearly lower proportion of the transportation-related ALs have a temporally
matching GPS event. The typically short nature of transportation-related activities against the minimum
stop duration defined in our event detection algorithm (Tmin = 6 min) are part of the explanation
why they tend to remain undetected or at least temporally offset. Interestingly, we did not find any
significant difference in the detection rate of ALs that individuals had reported as indoor versus
outdoor. The idea that outdoor ALs might be better detected because of lower chance of inaccurate
and interrupted GPS signal might be outweighed by the fact that outdoor ALs (e.g., visiting a market,
outdoor sports facility, forest) are less clearly defined in space and therefore harder to be detected by
our algorithm. Finally, small but significant associations were shown between event duration and
whether it was detected or not, a pattern that was also found by Neven et al. [32], comparing GPS to
diary-based trip duration.
5.5. Incomplete Self-Reported and GPS Data
One of the limitations of GPS-based studies is their high attrition rate because of technical issues
(data outage due to signal interruptions or limited battery) or participant compliance (not wearing
devices) [75]. Such issues could partly be solved by less battery draining sampling regimes
(e.g., generally lower sampling frequency or reduced sampling frequency in stationary mode) or by
providing better instructions to participants. In the present study, 66 days (27%) had to be excluded
because of the device reported as unworn for at least one TOH event on the respective day (n = 51 days)
or because of not long enough registration periods (n = 58 days) (Figure 6). For self-reports, 45 (18%)
and 13 (5%) of the self-reported days were excluded for TOH and AL, respectively. We excluded
self-reported days of participants who did not report any event at all (this was especially the case
for TOH) and for days which showed inconsistent reporting (e.g., no REP TOH on days with REP
ALs). Moreover, as stated in Section 2, daily self-reporting is demanding for participants and many
reasons might lead to incorrect reporting. A higher number of AL events (as discussed in Section 5.3)
were excluded compared to TOH events; this suggests that conceptually more complex aspects of
mobility (in our case, AL events) also lead to less reliable reporting. This may have contributed to
the results obtained in our sample, and it might be especially problematic for self-reports from older
adults with cognitive impairments. However, data loss and incorrect reporting up to now seem to
be a problem inherent to daily-life assessments that so far must be accepted in exchange for a higher
ecological validity and the possibility of repeated observation, allowing for the study of within-person
relationships [26].
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5.6. Limitations and Future Directions
Several issues can be improved in future research. First, in this study, we used only GPS data
to extract sensor-based mobility information. Combining various data sources might improve the
accuracy in detected mobility features. For instance, integration of GPS with indoor sensors such as in
Jansen et al. [76] would complement GPS-based outdoor mobility assessments with indoor mobility
assessments. Indoor assessments are highly worth including for mobility-constrained populations
who restrict most of their movement to indoor or close-to-residence environments (e.g., nursing home).
Beyond location sensors, wearable video equipment could help assess micro-scale mobility and
environments [77]; the real-time video analysis linked to GPS can enable a momentary survey via
a mobile phone to confirm participants’ on-going activity and location and lead to improvement in
sensing fine-scale mobility in space and time with semantic information [77]. Moreover, follow-up
face-to-face interviews with the participants—despite being costly—could be used to verify and
complete GPS-based assessments or to obtain more detailed semantic information regarding an
individual’s mobility patterns. Do and Gatica-Perez [44], for example, invited participants to annotate
activity locations that were previously identified based on their GPS data.
Second, our study has shown considerable variability both between participants and within
a participant regarding daily indicator agreement. Future research with more participants could
investigate whether individuals’ average indicator agreement is related to participants characteristics
including sociodemographic characteristics [78], cognitive functioning [32], mobility-relevant
characteristics (e.g., having access to a car), or characteristics with a potential impact on GPS data
quality (e.g., living in a dense urban neighborhood with high buildings versus a rural area). For the
daily within-person fluctuations in reporting agreement, one might investigate whether particular
travel patterns (movement speed, duration, transport modes) or daily GPS data quality (number of
records) have an effect on daily indicator agreement.
Third, this study has focused on convergent validity, which is only one way of assessing a
construct’s validity. Further aspects need to be explored regarding whether methods reliably assess
the intended construct, including studies looking at content and nomological validity [50]. Moreover,
although we have looked at indicator agreement from different perspectives, we did not consider
spatial overlapping between self-reported and GPS-based methods, as was done in other studies [18,19].
Besides temporal accuracy, spatial accuracy of mobility indicators is crucial when the goal is to
eventually combine GPS-based information with environmental data in order to assess individuals’
health relevant environmental exposures.
Last but not least, this study has focused on the population segment of older adults for whom
such mobility indicators are often, and increasingly, applied. However, we suggest that similar
analyses should be repeated in younger adults, to evaluate whether higher indicator agreement may
be found in this population segment. This would thus speak for younger adults to report more reliable
mobility information.
6. Conclusions
We have assessed the convergent validity for two daily mobility indicators commonly used in
health and aging research: time out of home (TOH) and number of activity locations (#ALs). To this
end, we compared two methods to assess these mobility indicators, diary-based self-reports (REP)
and GPS tracking. Sensitivity analysis was conducted to establish how thresholds affect agreement
between self-reported and GPS-based mobility. Our results discovered that the agreement is maximally
improved with temporal interpolations of GPS gaps of up to 5 h, a minimum stop duration of 5–6 min,
and a maximum extent of an activity location between 125 and 200 m. For TOH, a radius (Dmax)
to delineate home between 100 and 200 m resulted in highest indicator agreement. We found high
agreement between daily self-reported and GPS-derived TOH, with self-reports in tendency slightly
exceeding GPS-based daily TOH on average. For #ALs, only moderate agreement between daily
reported and GPS-based indicators was found compared to TOH. This difference is partly attributed
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to the more complex nature of #ALs that requires accurate detection of multiple ALs. Further,
on average we found higher daily GPS-based #ALs than self-reported #ALs. Considerable within-
and between-individual variability in daily indicator agreement call for further studies identifying
potential causes for disagreement. While both self-reported and GPS-based measures of TOH seem to
agree and therefore deliver relatively reliable assessments, more complex mobility-related indicators
such as #ALs should be used with caution, independently of the data source, or assessment methods
used. It is essential that for each mobility indicator used, its validity in assessing the construct of
interest is fully understood, in order to subsequently find valid associations with other health and
aging relevant outcomes.
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Appendix A F1 Adapted to Data with No Ground Truth [0,1]
This indicator evaluates how many events have a match at an event level. The number of events
with a matching event are identified as TP1 or TP2 (green in Figure A1, blue in Figure A2). The number
of events without matching event are identified as FN or FP (red in Figure A1, Figure A2). Based on
these counts Precision, Recall, and F1 are computed in the following way:
• Precision = (TP1)/(FP + TP1) → how many of the self-reported events were identified by
GPS-based events.
• Recall = (TP2)/(TP2 + FN) → how many of the detected GPS-based events were
actually self-reported.
• F1 = 2 × (Recall × Precision)/(Recall + Precision).
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IoU evaluates the duration of temporal overlap (intersection; green in Figure A3) between
self-reported (REP) and GPS-derived (GPS) (REP
⋂
GPS) events in relation to the duration with only
REP (yellow in Figure A3) or GPS (blue in Figure A3) events.
• Intersection = duration of p iods with temporal overlap betwe REP and GPS events (green
periods in Figure A3)
• Union = duration of periods in which we have REP and/or GPS events (green, yellow, blue periods
in Figure A3)
• IoU = Intersection/Union
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Appendix C Measures of Agreement between Self-Reported and GPS-Based Mobility Indicators
Table A1. Description of measures of agreement between self-reported and GPS-derived mobility indicators.
Measures of Agreement Description
Acronym Full Name
BA Bland Altmandifference
Bland–Altman statistic to compare methods with multiple observations per individual [72].
It plots the mean of daily self-reported (REP) and GPS-based mobility indicator against the
difference between the two and computes the average difference as well as the 95% limits of
agreement (LOA).
ICC
Interrater
intraclass-correlation
coefficient
We used the R package lme4 [79] to compute ICC in order to account for having multiple
observations per participant. ICC divides true variance because of participants by total variance.
Bootstrapping based on 1000 iterations was used to compute the 95% confidence intervals (CI) of
the ICC.We used the following categories to interpret ICC values [80]:
• 0.00–0.20: slight
• 0.21–0.40: fair
• 0.41–0.60: moderate
• 0.61–0.80: substantial
• 0.80–1.00: almost perfect
Corr Spearman correlation
Spearman correlation across all study daysWe used the following convention to interpret the
strength of association [81]:
• |0.00|–|0.30|: little if any
• |0.31|–|0.50|: low
• |0.51|–|0.70|: moderate
• |0.71|–|0.90|: high
• |0.91|–|1.00|: very high
iCorr Spearman individualcorrelation
Mean/SD of individual correlations [52] We used the same convention as for Spearman correlation
to interpret association strength.
Appendix D Confirmation of Optimized Thresholds of GPS-Based Event Detection Algorithm
Sensors 2019, 19, x FOR PEER REVIEW 26 of 31 
 
• |0.31|–|0.50|: low  
• |0.51|–|0.70|: moderate  
• |0.71|–|0.90|: high  
• |0.91|–|1.00|: very high  
iCorr Spearman individual 
correlation 
Mean/SD of individual correlations [52] 
We used the same convention as for Spearman correlation 
to interpret association strength.  
 
Appendix D. Confirmation of Optimized Thresholds of GPS-Based Event Detection Algorithm 
TOH #ALs 
  
(a) 
  
(b) 
Figure A4. Confirmation of optimized thresholds by reverse stepwise iteration of Tmin and Tmax. (a) 
Confirmation of Tmin based on optimized Tmax = 300 min and Dmax = 125 m. (b) Confirmation of 
Tmax based on optimized Dmax = 125 m and Tmin = 6 min. 
 
 
 
 
Figure A4. Confirmation of optimized thresholds by reverse stepwise iteration of Tmin and Tmax.
(a) Confirmation of Tmin based on optimized Tmax 300 min and Dmax = 125 m. (b) Confirmation of
Tmax based on optimized Dmax = 125 m and Tmin = 6 min.
Sensors 2019, 19, 4551 26 of 30
Appendix E Spearman Correlation Plots
Sensors 2019, 19, x FOR PEER REVIEW 27 of 31 
 
Appendix E. Spearman Correlation Plots 
 
Figure A5 Correlations across all study days for TOH (left) and #ALs (right). 
References 
1. WHO. World Report on Ageing and Health; World Health Organization: Geneva, Switzerland, 2015. Available 
online: http://www.who.int/ageing/events/world-report-2015-launch/en/ (accessed on 16 October 2019). 
2. Kestens, Y.; Chaix, B.; Gerber, P.; Desprès, M.; Gauvin, L.; Klein, O.; Klein, S.; Köppen, B.; Lord, S.; Naud, 
A.; et al. Understanding the role of contrasting urban contexts in healthy aging: An international cohort 
study using wearable sensor devices (the CURHA study protocol). BMC Geriatr. 2016, 16, 1–12. 
3. Webber, S.C.; Porter, M.M.; Menec, V.H. Mobility in older adults: A comprehensive framework. 
Gerontologist 2010, 50, 443–450. 
4. Fillekes, M.P.; Perchoux, C.; Weibel, R.; Allemand, M. Exploring the role of personality and mobility for 
healthy aging. In Personality and Healthy Aging in Adulthood—New Directions and Techniques; Hill, P.L., 
Allemand, M., Ed.; Springer International Publishing: Cham, Switzerland, 2019; in press. 
5. Brondeel, R.; Wasfi, R.; Perchoux, C.; Chaix, B.; Gerber, P.; Gauvin, L.; Richard, L.; Gaudreau, P.; Thierry, 
B.; Chevrier, M.; et al. Is older adults’ physical activity during transport compensated during other 
activities? Comparing 4 study cohorts using GPS and accelerometer data. J. Transp. Health 2019, 12, 229–
236. 
6. Aird, R.L.; Buys, L. Active aging: Exploration into self-ratings of “being active,” out-of-home physical 
activity, and participation among older Australian adults living in four different settings. J. Aging Res. 2015, 
2015, 1–12. 
7. Mollenkopf, H.; Marcellini, F.; Ruoppila, I.; Széman, Z.; Tacken, M.; Wahl, H.-W. Social and behavioural 
science perspectives on out-of-home mobility in later life: Findings from the European project MOBILATE. 
Eur. J. Ageing 2004, 1, 45–53. 
8. Rantanen, T. Promoting mobility in older people. J. Prev. Med. Public Health 2013, 46, 50–54. 
9. Fillekes, M.P.; Giannouli, E.; Kim, E.-K.; Zijlstra, W.; Giannouli, E.; Weibel, R. Towards a comprehensive 
set of GPS-based indicators reflecting the multidimensional nature of daily mobility for applications in 
health and aging research. Int. J. Health Geogr. 2019, 18, 17. 
10. Wettstein, M.; Wahl, H.W.; Shoval, N.; Auslander, G.; Oswald, F.; Heinik, J. Identifying mobility types in 
cognitively heterogeneous older adults based on GPS-tracking: What discriminates best? J. Appl. Gerontol. 
2015, 34, 1001–1027. 
11. Harada, K.; Lee, S.; Lee, S.; Bae, S.; Harada, K.; Suzuki, T.; Shimada, H. Objectively-measured outdoor time 
and physical and psychological function among older adults. Geriatr. Gerontol. Int. 2017, 17, 1455–1462. 
12. Isaacson, M.; Wahl, H.; Shoval, N.; Oswald, F.; Auslander, G. The relationship between spatial activity and 
wellbeing-related data among healthy older adults: An exploratory geographic and psychological analysis. 
In Cross-Cultural and Cross-Disciplinary Perspectives in Social Gerontology; Samanta, T., Ed.; Springer: 
Singapore, 2017; pp. 203–219. 
Figure A5. Correlations across all study days for TOH (left) and #ALs (right).
References
1. WHO.WorldReport onAgeing andHealth; World Health Organization: Geneva, Switzerland, 2015; Available online:
http://www.who.int/ageing/events/world-report-2015-launch/en/ (accessed on 16 October 2019).
2. Kestens, Y.; Chaix, B.; Gerber, P.; Desprès, M.; Gauvin, L.; Klein, O.; Klein, S.; Köppen, B.; Lord, S.; Naud, A.;
et al. Understanding the role of contrasting urban contexts in healthy aging: An international cohort study
using wearable sensor devices (the CURHA study protocol). BMC Geriatr. 2016, 16, 1–12.
3. Webber, S.C.; Porter, M.M.; Menec, V.H. Mobility in older adults: A comprehensive framework. Gerontologist
2010, 50, 443–450. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
4. Fillekes, M.P.; Perchoux, C.; Weibel, R.; Allemand, M. Exploring the role of personality and mobility for
healthy aging. In Personality and Healthy Aging in Adulthood—New Directions and Techniques; Hill, P.L.,
Allemand, M., Eds.; Springer International Publishing: Cham, Switzerland, 2019; in press.
5. Brondeel, R.; Wasfi, R.; Perchoux, C.; Chaix, B.; Gerber, P.; Gauvin, L.; Richard, L.; Gaudreau, P.; Thierry, B.;
Chevrier, M.; et al. Is older adults’ physical activity during transport compensated during other activities?
Comparing 4 study cohorts using GPS and accelerometer data. J. Transp. Health 2019, 12, 229–236. [CrossRef]
6. Aird, R.L.; Buys, L. Active aging: Exploration into self-ratings of “being active,” out-of-home physical
activity, and participation among older Australian adults living in four different settings. J. Aging Res. 2015,
2015, 1–12. [CrossRef]
7. Mollenkopf, H.; Marcellini, F.; Ruoppila, I.; Széman, Z.; Tacken, M.; Wahl, H.-W. Social and behavioural
science perspectives on out-of-home mobility in later life: Findings from the European project MOBILATE.
Eur. J. Ageing 2004, 1, 45–53. [CrossRef]
8. Rantanen, T. Promoting mobility in older people. J. Prev. Med. Public Health 2013, 46, 50–54. [CrossRef]
9. Fillekes, M.P.; Giannouli, E.; Kim, E.-K.; Zijlstra, W.; Giannouli, E.; Weibel, R. Towards a comprehensive set
of GPS-based indicators reflecting the multidimensional nature of daily mobility for applications in health
and aging research. Int. J. Health Geogr. 2019, 18, 17. [CrossRef]
10. Wettstein, M.; Wahl, H.W.; Shoval, N.; Auslander, G.; Oswald, F.; Heinik, J. Identifying mobility types in
cognitively heterogeneous older adults based on GPS-tracking: What discriminates best? J. Appl. Gerontol.
2015, 34, 1001–1027. [CrossRef]
11. Harada, K.; Lee, S.; Lee, S.; Bae, S.; Harada, K.; Suzuki, T.; Shimada, H. Objectively-measured outdoor time and
physical and psychological function among older adults. Geriatr. Gerontol. Int. 2017, 17, 1455–1462. [CrossRef]
12. Isaacson, M.; Wahl, H.; Shoval, N.; Oswald, F.; Auslander, G. The relationship between spatial activity and
wellbeing-related data among healthy older adults: An exploratory geographic and psychological analysis.
In Cross-Cultural and Cross-Disciplinary Perspectives in Social Gerontology; Samanta, T., Ed.; Springer: Singapore,
2017; pp. 203–219.
Sensors 2019, 19, 4551 27 of 30
13. Petersen, J.; Austin, D.; Mattek, N.; Kaye, J. Time out-of-home and cognitive, physical, and emotional
wellbeing of older adults: A longitudinal mixed effects model. PLoS ONE 2015, 10, e0139643. [CrossRef]
14. Rapp, K.; Mikolaizak, S.; Rothenbacher, D.; Denkinger, M.D.; Klenk, J. Prospective analysis of time
out-of-home and objectively measured walking duration during a week in a large cohort of older adults.
Eur. Rev. Aging Phys. Act. 2018, 15, 8. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
15. Wahl, H.-W.; Wettstein, M.; Shoval, N.; Oswald, F.; Kaspar, R.; Issacson, M.; Voss, E.; Auslander, G.; Heinik, J.
Interplay of cognitive and motivational resources for out-of-home behavior in a sample of cognitively
heterogeneous older adults: Findings of the SenTra project. J. Gerontol. Ser. B Psychol. Sci. Soc. Sci. 2013, 68,
691–702. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
16. Wolf, P.S.A.; Figueredo, A.J.; Jacobs, W.J. Global positioning system technology (GPS) for psychological
research: A test of convergent and nomological validity. Front. Psychol. 2013, 4, 315. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
17. Cich, G.; Knapen, L.; Bellemans, T.; Janssens, D.; Wets, G. Threshold settings for TRIP/STOP detection in GPS
traces. J. Ambient Intell Humaniz Comput. 2016, 7, 395–413. [CrossRef]
18. Shareck, M.; Kestens, Y.; Gauvin, L. Examining the spatial congruence between data obtained with a novel
activity location questionnaire, continuous GPS tracking, and prompted recall surveys. Int. J. Health Geogr.
2013, 12, 40. [CrossRef]
19. Kestens, Y.; Thierry, B.; Shareck, M.; Steinmetz-Wood, M.; Chaix, B. Integrating activity spaces in health
research: Comparing the VERITAS activity space questionnaire with 7-day GPS tracking and prompted
recall. Spat. Spatiotemporal. Epidemiol. 2018, 25, 1–9. [CrossRef]
20. Boissy, P.; Blamoutier, M.; Brière, S.; Duval, C. Quantification of free-living community mobility in healthy
older adults using wearable sensors. Front. Public Health 2018, 6, 216. [CrossRef]
21. Panter, J.; Costa, S.; Dalton, A.; Jones, A.; Ogilvie, D. Development of methods to objectively identify time
spent using active and motorised modes of travel to work: How do self-reported measures compare? Int. J.
Behav. Nutr. Phys. Act. 2014, 11, 116. [CrossRef]
22. Kaspar, R.; Oswald, F.; Wahl, H.-W.; Voss, E.; Wettstein, M. Daily mood and out-of-home mobility in older
adults: Does cognitive impairment matter? J. Appl. Gerontol. 2015, 34, 26–47. [CrossRef]
23. Schmidt, T.; Kerr, J.; Kestens, Y.; Schipperijn, J. Challenges in using wearable GPS devices in low-income
older adults: Can map-based interviews help with assessments of mobility? Transl. Behav. Med. 2018, 9,
99–109. [CrossRef]
24. Peel, C.; Sawyer Baker, P.; Roth, D.L.; Brown, C.J.; Brodner, E.V.; Allman, R.M. Assessing mobility in older
adults: The UAB study of aging life-space assessment. Phys. Ther. 2005, 85, 1008–1119. [PubMed]
25. Chaix, B.; Kestens, Y.; Perchoux, C.; Karusisi, N.; Merlo, J.; Labadi, K. An interactive mapping tool to assess
individual mobility patterns in neighborhood studies. Am. J. Prev. Med. 2012, 43, 440–450. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]
26. Trull, T.J.; Ebner-Priemer, U. Ambulatory assessment. Ann. Rev. Clin. Psychol. 2013, 9, 151–176. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]
27. Törnros, T.; Dorn, H.; Reichert, M.; Ebner-Priemer, U.; Salize, H.J.; Tost, H.; Meyer-Lindenberg, A.; Zipf, A.
A comparison of temporal and location-based sampling strategies for global positioning system-triggered
electronic diaries. Geospat. Health 2016, 11, 335–341. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
28. Harvey, A.S. Time-Space diaries: Merging traditions. In Transport Survey Quality and Innovation; Jones, P.,
Stopher, P., Eds.; Emerald Group Publishing Limited: Bingley, UK, 2003; pp. 151–180. ISBN 978-0-08-044096-5.
29. Shih, D.-H.; Shih, M.-H.; Yen, D.C.; Hsu, J.-H. Personal mobility pattern mining and anomaly detection in
the GPS era. Cartogr. Geogr. Inf. Sci. 2015, 406, 55–67. [CrossRef]
30. Brög, W.; Erl, E.; Meyburg, A.H.; Weymuth, M.J. Problems of non-reported trips in survey of nonhome
activity patterns. In Transportation Research Record; TRB, National Research Council: Washington, DC, USA,
1982; pp. 1–5.
31. Wolf, J.; Oliveira, M.; Thompson, M. Impact of underreporting on mileage and travel time estimates: Results
from Global Positioning System-enhanced household travel survey. Transp. Res. Rec. J. Transp. Res. Board.
2003, 1854, 189–198. [CrossRef]
32. Neven, A.; Schutter IDe Wets, G.; Feys, P.; Janssens, D. Data quality of travel behavior studies: Factors
influencing the reporting rate of self-reported and GPS-recorded trips in persons with disabilities. Transp. Res.
Rec. J. Transp. Res. Board 2018, 22, 036119811877295. [CrossRef]
Sensors 2019, 19, 4551 28 of 30
33. Blamoutier, M.; Boissy, P.; Brière, S.; Faucher, G.; Lauzé, M.; Duval, C. Is a decrease of grip strength associated
with community mobility restriction in dynapenic older women? JCSM Clin. Rep. 2018, 3, 1–9. [CrossRef]
34. Giannouli, E.; Bock, O.; Zijlstra, W. Cognitive functioning is more closely related to real-life mobility than to
laboratory-based mobility parameters. Eur. J. Ageing 2018, 15, 57–65. [CrossRef]
35. Shareck, M.; Frohlich, K.L.; Kestens, Y. Considering daily mobility for a more comprehensive understanding
of contextual effects on social inequalities in health: A conceptual proposal. Health Place 2014, 29, 154–160.
[CrossRef]
36. Taylor, J.K.; Buchan, I.E.; van der Veer, S.N. Assessing life-space mobility for a more holistic view on wellbeing
in geriatric research and clinical practice. Aging Clin. Exp. Res. 2018, 31, 439–445. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
37. Thierry, B.; Chaix, B.; Kestens, Y. Detecting activity locations from raw GPS data: A novel kernel-based
algorithm. Int. J. Health Geogr. 2013, 12, 14. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
38. Montoliu, R.; Blom, J.; Gatica-Perez, D. Discovering places of interest in everyday life from smartphone data.
Multimed. Tools Appl. 2013, 62, 179–207. [CrossRef]
39. Ashbrook, D.; Starner, T. Using GPS to learn significant locations and predict movement across multiple
users. Pers. Ubiquitous Comput. 2003, 7, 275–286. [CrossRef]
40. Hariharan, R.; Toyama, K. Project Lachesis: Parsing and modeling location histories. In GIScience;
Egenhofer, M.J., Freska, C., Miller, H.J., Eds.; LNCS3234; 2004; pp. 106–124. Available online: http:
//link.springer.com/10.1007/978-3-540-30231-5_8 (accessed on 17 October 2019).
41. Difrancesco, S.; Fraccaro, P.; van der Veer, S.N.; Alshoumr, B.; Ainsworth, J.; Bellazzi, R.; Peek, N. Out-of-home
activity recognition from GPS data in schizophrenic patients. In Proceedings of the 2016 IEEE 29th
International Symposium on Computer-Based Medical Systems (CBMS), Dublin, Ireland, 20–24 June 2016;
pp. 324–328.
42. Zheng, Y.; Zhang, L.; Xie, X.; Ma, W. Mining interesting locations and travel sequences from GPS trajectories.
In Proceedings of the 18th International Conference on World Wide Web, Madrid, Spain, 20–24 April 2009;
pp. 791–800.
43. Hwang, S.; Evans, C.; Hanke, T. Detecting stop episodes from GPS trajectories with gaps. In Seeing Cities
Through Big Data; Thakuriah, P., Ed.; Springer: Cham, Switzerland, 2017; pp. 427–439.
44. Do, T.M.T.; Gatica-Perez, D. The places of our lives: Visiting patterns and automatic labeling from longitudinal
smartphone data. IEEE Trans. Mob. Comput. 2014, 13, 638–648. [CrossRef]
45. Vhaduri, S.; Poellabauer, C.; Striegel, A.; Lizardo, O.; Hachen, D. Discovering places of interest using sensor
data from smartphones and wearables. In Proceedings of the 2017 IEEE SmartWorld, Ubiquitous Intelligence
& Computing, Advanced & Trusted Computed, Scalable Computing & Communications, Cloud & Big Data
Computing, Internet of People and Smart City Innovation (SmartWorld/SCALCOM/UIC/ATC/CBDCom/IOP/SCI),
San Francisco, CA, USA, 4–8 August 2017; IEEE: Piscataway, NJ, USA, 2017; pp. 1–8.
46. Boonstra, T.W.; Nicholas, J.; Wong, Q.J.; Shaw, F.; Townsend, S.; Christensen, H. Using mobile phone sensor
technology for mental health research: Integrated analysis to identify hidden challenges and potential
solutions. J. Med. Internet Res. 2018, 20, e10131. [CrossRef]
47. Tung, J.Y.; Rose, R.V.; Gammada, E.; Lam, I.; Roy, E.A.; Black, S.E.; Poupart, P. Measuring life space in older
adults with mild-to-moderate Alzheimer’s disease using mobile phone GPS. Gerontology 2014, 60, 154–162.
[CrossRef]
48. Liddle, J.; Ireland, D.; McBride, S.J.; Brauer, S.G.; Hall, L.M.; Ding, H.; Karunanithi, M.; Hodges, P.W.;
Theodoros, D.; Silburn, P.A.; et al. Measuring the lifespace of people with Parkinson’s disease using
smartphones: Proof of principle. JMIR mHealth uHealth 2014, 2, e13. [CrossRef]
49. Campbell, D.T.; Fiske, D.W. Convergent and discriminant validation by the multitrait-multimethod matrix.
Psychol. Bull. 1959, 56, 81–105. [CrossRef]
50. Cronbach, L.J.; Meehl, P.E. Construct validity in psychological tests. Psychol. Bull. 1955, 52, 281–302.
[CrossRef]
51. Kelly, P.; Krenn, P.; Titze, S.; Stopher, P.; Foster, C. Quantifying the difference between self-reported and
Global Positioning Systems-measured journey durations: A systematic review. Transp. Rev. A Transnatl.
Transdiscipl. J. 2013, 33, 443–459. [CrossRef]
52. Fillekes, M.P.; Röcke, C.; Katana, M.; Weibel, R. Self-reported versus GPS-derived indicators of daily mobility
in a sample of healthy older adults. Soc. Sci. Med. 2019, 220, 193–202. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
Sensors 2019, 19, 4551 29 of 30
53. Klous, G.; Smit, L.A.M.; Borlée, F.; Coutinho, R.A.; Kretzschmar, M.E.E.; Heederik, D.J.J.; Huss, A.
Mobility assessment of a rural population in the Netherlands using GPS measurements. Int. J. Health Geogr.
2017, 16, 30. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
54. Folstein, M.; Folstein, S.; McHugh, P. “Mini-mental state”: A practical method for grading the cognitive state
of patients for the clinician. J. Psychiatr. Res. 1975, 12, 189–198. [CrossRef]
55. Creavin, S.T.; Wisniewski, S.; Noel-Storr, A.H.; Trevelyan, C.M.; Hampton, T.; Rayment, D.; Thom, V.M.;
Nash, K.J.E.; Elhamoui, H.; Milligan, R.; et al. Mini-Mental State Examination (MMSE) for the detection of
dementia in clinically unevaluated people aged 65 and over in communtiy and primary care populations.
Cochrane Database Syst. Rev. 2016, 1, 1–182.
56. Mendhak. GPSLogger for Android. GitHub Repository. 2019. Available online: https://github.com/mendhak/
gpslogger/ (accessed on 17 October 2019).
57. Demant Klinker, C.; Schipperijn, J.; Toftager, M.; Kerr, J.; Troelsen, J. When cities move children: Development
of a new methodology to assess context-specific physical activity behaviour among children and adolescents
using accelerometers and GPS. Health Place 2015, 31, 90–99. [CrossRef]
58. Vanwolleghem, G.; Schipperijn, J.; Gheysen, F.; Cardon, G.; De Bourdeaudhuij, I.; Van Dyck, D. Children’s
GPS-determined versus self-reported transport in leisure time and associations with parental perceptions of
the neighborhood environment. Int. J. Health Geogr. 2016, 15, 16. [CrossRef]
59. Carlson, J.A.; Jankowska, M.M.; Meseck, K.; Godbole, S.; Natarajan, L.; Raab, F.; Demchak, B.; Patrick, K.;
Kerr, J. Validity of PALMS GPS scoring of active and passive travel compared with SenseCam. Med. Sci.
Sport Exerc. 2015, 47, 662–667. [CrossRef]
60. Hahsler, M.; Piekenbrock, M.; Arya, S.; Mount, D. dbscan: Density Based Clustering of Applications with Noise
(DBSCAN) and Related Algorithms. 2019. Available online: https://cran.r-project.org/web/packages/dbscan/
(accessed on 17 October 2019).
61. Ester, M.; Kriegel, H.-P.; Sander, J.; Xu, X. A density-based algorithm for discovering clusters in large spatial
databases with noise. KDD 1996, 96, 34.
62. Sanchez, M.; Ambros, A.; Salmon, M.; Bhogadi, S.; Wilson, R.T.; Kinra, S.; Marshall, J.; Tonne, C. Predictors of
daily mobility of adults in peri-urban south India. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2017, 14, 783. [CrossRef]
63. Donaire-Gonzalez, D.; Valentín, A.; de Nazelle, A.; Ambros, A.; Carrasco-Turigas, G.; Seto, E.; Jerrett, M.;
Nieuwenhuijsen, M.J. Benefits of mobile phone technology for personal environmental monitoring.
JMIR mHealth uHealth 2016, 4, e126. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
64. Carlson, J.A.; Saelens, B.E.; Kerr, J.; Schipperijn, J.; Conway, T.L.; Frank, L.D.; Chapman, J.E.; Glanz, K.;
Cain, K.L.; Sallis, J.F. Association between neighborhood walkability and GPS-measured walking,
bicycling and vehicle time in adolescents. Health Place 2015, 32, 1–7. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
65. Toader, B.; Sprumont, F.; Faye, S.; Popescu, M.; Viti, F. Usage of smartphone data to derive an indicator for
collaborative mobility between individuals. ISPRS Int. J. GeoInf. 2017, 6, 62. [CrossRef]
66. Hwang, S.; VanDeMark, C.; Dhatt, N.; Yalla, S.V.; Crews, R.T. Segmenting human trajectory data by movement
states while addressing signal loss and signal noise. Int. J. Geogr. Inf. Sci. 2018, 32, 1391–1412. [CrossRef]
67. Xiang, L.; Gao, M.; Wu, T. Extracting stops from noisy trajectories: A sequence oriented clustering approach.
ISPRS Int. J. GeoInf. 2016, 5, 29. [CrossRef]
68. Hwang, S.; Hanke, T.; Evans, C. Automated Extraction of Community Mobility Measures from GPS Stream
Data Using Temporal DBSCAN. In Computational Science and Its Applications–ICCSA 2013: 13th International
Conference, ICCSA 2013, Ho Chi Minh City, Vietnam, June 24-27, 2013, Proceedings, Part II; Murgante, B.,
Misra, S., Carlini, M., Torre, C.M., Nguyen, H.-Q., Taniar, D., Apduhan, B.O., Gervasi, O., Eds.; Springer:
Berlin/Heidelberg, Germany, 2013; Volume 7972, pp. 86–98.
69. Zhao, F.; Ghorpade, A.; Pereira, F.C.; Zegras, C.; Ben-Akiva, M. Stop detection in smartphone-based travel
surveys. Transp. Res. Procedia 2015, 11, 218–226. [CrossRef]
70. Bohte, W.; Maat, K. Deriving and validating trip purposes and travel modes for multi-day GPS-based travel
surveys: A large-scale application in the Netherlands. Transp. Res. Part C Emerg. Technol. 2009, 17, 285–297.
[CrossRef]
71. Harada, K.; Lee, S.; Lee, S.; Bae, S.; Harada, K.; Shimada, H. Changes in objectively measured outdoor
time and physical, psychological, and cognitive function among older adults with cognitive impairments.
Arch. Gerontol. Geriatr. 2018, 8, 190–195. [CrossRef]
Sensors 2019, 19, 4551 30 of 30
72. Bland, M.J.; Altman, D.G. Agreement between methods of measurement with multiple observations per
individual. J. Biopharm. Stat. 2007, 17, 571–582. [CrossRef]
73. R Core Team. R: A Language and Environment for Statistical Computing; R Foundation for Statistical Computing:
Vienna, Austria, 2019.
74. Wettstein, M.; Wahl, H.-W.; Shoval, N.; Oswald, F.; Voss, E.; Seidl, U.; Frölich, L.; Auslander, G.; Heinik, J.;
Landau, R. Out-of-home behavior and cognitive impairment in older adults: Findings of the SenTra project.
J. Appl. Gerontol. 2015, 34, 3–25. [CrossRef]
75. Krenn, P.J.; Titze, S.; Oja, P.; Jones, A.; Ogilvie, D. Use of global positioning systems to study physical activity
and the environment: A systematic review. Am. J. Prev. Med. 2011, 41, 508–515. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
76. Jansen, C.-P.; Diegelmann, M.; Schnabel, E.-L.; Wahl, H.-W.; Hauer, K. Life-space and movement behavior
in nursing home residents: Results of a new sensor-based assessment and associated factors. BMC Geriatr.
2017, 17, 36. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
77. Leask, C.F.; Harvey, J.A.; Skelton, D.A.; Chastin, S.F.M. Exploring the context of sedentary behaviour in
older adults (what, where, why, when and with whom). Eur. Rev. Aging Phys. Act. 2015, 1, 12. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]
78. Houston, D.; Luong, T.T.; Boarnet, M.G. Tracking daily travel; assessing discrepancies between GPS-derived
and self-reported travel patterns. Transp. Res. Part C Emerg. Technol. 2014, 48, 97–108. [CrossRef]
79. Bates, D.; Mächler, M.; Bolker, B.; Walker, S. Fitting linear mixed-effects models using lme4. J. Stat. Softw.
2015, 67, 1–48. [CrossRef]
80. Landis, R.J.; Koch, G.G. The measurement of observer agreement for categorical data. Bometrics 1977, 33,
159–174. [CrossRef]
81. Hinkle, W.J. Applied Statistics for the Behavioral Sciences, 5th ed.; Houghton Miﬄin: Boston, MA, USA, 2003.
© 2019 by the authors. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access
article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution
(CC BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).
